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Academic Program Assessment Report 
COLLEGE: College of Liberal Arts 
 
PROGRAM NAME: General Education  
ACADEMIC YEAR:  2018-2019 
 
PROGRAM STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES  
SLO2: Critical Thinking  
SLO3:  Quantitative Literacy 
 
DIRECT MEASURE: Critical Thinking   
Critical Thinking, for Kean University, is defined as “the ability to utilize reflective analysis to draw informed 
conclusions.” This SLO is assessed using various work samples, including writings, presentations, and portfolios 
against the critical thinking rubric from the AAC&U. Student work is assessed at three levels.  
 
Student learning was assessed in three levels in academic year 2018-19.  
● Introductory: Each semester, faculty teaching introductory courses evaluate various work samples to assess 
student learning outcomes. The data for this academic year regarding Critical Thinking is based on data 
collected from multiple sections of Introduction to Sociology.  
● Intermediate: Each semester, faculty teaching GE202x Research and Technology course, evaluate the final 
research paper for evidence of Critical Thinking. It is expected that approximately 80% of students in the 
intermediate level will reach a level two, but it may vary by discipline. 
● Capstone: Each semester, faculty teaching capstones evaluate and score students in their own sections based 
upon their final projects which vary in format. It is expected that approximately 80% of capstone students 
will reach a level four, but it may vary by discipline. 
 
Discussion of findings 
Overall, students are meeting or exceeding expectations in most areas for Critical Thinking. The rubric 
category that requires the most attention in terms of improvement is that of synthesis. For an immediate focus, it 
may be recommended that a uniform definition of synthesis be agreed upon and that related instructional support be 
created in order to teach synthesis in a more consistent manner. For the next academic year, it is suggested that 
instruction, modeling, and feedback be utilized to generate awareness of the need to work with students regarding 
developing skills in targeted areas or rubric categories, such as synthesis. It may also be recommended that the 
General Education (GE) Program consider expanding courses from which level one data is collected. This may 
include courses beyond the GE foundation or include additional core courses. Additionally, we might consider 
moving GE202x to a level one course, based on the fact that it includes a broad range of new materials for students, 
rather than building strictly on level one foundational courses, as often is intended with a level two course. 
 
To appropriately consider such steps, a renewed focus on GE Program assessment and its organizational 
strategies may be needed. This may include planning for things like rubric norming sessions in the Fall semester, as 
well as educating faculty, program coordinators for GE courses, and others about the GE program assessment 
processes and procedures. The GE Program also may want to convene a committee in conjunction with the GE 
Committee to consider building a model for SLO instruction and support through the entire curriculum. In order to 
effectively implement such steps, a deeper consideration of the role of the assessment coordinator for the GE 
program may be necessary. A more detailed job description may be developed to more clearly identify the scope and 
responsibilities of this role within the GE Program, and the University at large. Following from this, ultimately, may 
be the need to create a new position or to formally expand the role of the assessment coordinator for the GE 
Program. This would allow a new assessment coordinator the time and institutional backing to bring parties from all 
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Dimension: Explanation of Issues   
Mean scores by course level 





Fall 2018 mean 
score 
Spring 2019 # 
students/ #sections 
Spring 2019 mean 
score 
1000 level Instructor 
Assessed 
 - - 352/10 
(spring and fall) 
3.1  
(spring and fall) 
Intermediate Instructor 
Assessed 
 118/6 2.4 224/11 2.4 
Capstone Instructor 
Assessed 
 261 3.6 270 3.8 
 




Course Method Target 
score 
Fall 2018 #students/ 
#sections 
Fall 2018 mean score Spring 2019 # students/ 
#sections 
Spring 2019 mean score 
1000 level Instructor 
Assessed 
 - - 352/10 
(spring and fall) 
3.0  
(spring and fall) 
Intermediate Instructor 
Assessed 
 118/6 2.4 224/11 2.3 
Capstone Instructor 
Assessed 
 261 3.5 270 3.6 
 
Comparison of means  
 
 






Course Method Target 
score 
Fall 2018 #students/ 
#sections 
Fall 2018 mean score Spring 2019 # students/ 
#sections 
Spring 2019 mean score 
Introductory Instructor 
Assessed 
 - - 352/10 
(spring and fall) 
2.9 (spring and fall) 
Intermediate Instructor 
Assessed 
 118/6 2.3 224/11 2.2 
Capstone Instructor 
Assessed 
 261 3.5 270 3.5 
 





Dimension: Student’s position 
Course Method Target 
score 
Fall 2018 #students/ 
#sections 
Fall 2018 mean score Spring 2019 # students/ 
#sections 
Spring 2019 mean score 
Introductory Instructor 
Assessed 
 - - 352/10 
(spring and fall) 
3.0 
 (spring and fall) 
Intermediate Instructor 
Assessed 
 118/6 2.5 224/11 2.2 
Capstone Instructor 
Assessed 
 261 3.5 270 3.6 
 
Comparison of means  
 
 




Dimension: Connecting, Synthesizing, Transforming   
 
Course Method Target score Fall 2018 #students/ 
#sections 
Fall 2018 mean score Spring 2019 # students/ 
#sections 
Spring 2019 mean score 
Introductory Instructor 
Assessed 
 - - 352/10 
(spring and fall) 
2.9  
(spring and fall) 
Intermediate Instructor 
Assessed 
 118/6 2.1 224/11 2.1 
Capstone Instructor 
Assessed 
 261 3.4 270 3.3 
 





Dimension: Conclusions and related outcomes  
Course Method Target 
score 
Fall 2018 #students/ 
#sections 
Fall 2018 mean score Spring 2019 # students/ 
# sections 
Spring 2019 mean score 
Introductory Instructor 
Assessed 
 - - 352/10 
(spring and fall) 
3.0 
(spring and fall) 
Intermediate Instructor 
Assessed 
 118/6 2.2 224/11 2.2 
 




 261 3.5 270 3.5 
 
Comparison of means  
 
 
DIRECT MEASURE: Quantitative Literacy   
Quantitative Literacy, for Kean University, is defined as “the ability to utilize numerical data accurately and 
effectively to address real world problems.” This SLO is assessed using various work samples, including writing, 
presentations, and portfolios against the Kean University quantitative literacy rubric. Student work is assessed at 
three levels.  
 
Student learning was assessed in three levels in academic year 2018-19.  
 
Introductory: Each semester, faculty teaching Math1010, Math1016, and Math1030 assess Quantitative Literacy 
using various work samples, including writings, presentations, and portfolios against the Kean University 
quantitative literacy rubric. 
 
Intermediate: Each semester, faculty teaching GE202x (Research and Technology) evaluate and score students on 
their Quantitative Literacy using various work samples, including writings, presentations, and portfolios. The Kean 
University quantitative literacy rubric is the tool used to assess Quantitative Literacy in these courses. It was 
expected that the majority of students would score a three in all sections of the rubric.  
 
Capstone: Each semester, faculty teaching capstones evaluate and score students in their own sections based on 
their final projects which vary in format. Students were expected to score a four or five in all areas of the rubric.  
 
 
Discussion of findings  
Quantitative Literacy, the ability to work with numbers to solve problems, is a core skill for college students 
and is handled in a variety of different courses at the introductory level. The assessment of Quantitative Literacy 
showed, overall, that students tended to meet or exceed the benchmark of scoring a two on the rubric in most 
categories. In general, in the assessment of those same categories in the intermediate course, the students’ scores 
were consistent with the level one class, or their scores dropped. This suggests that the students were proficient in 
various categories associated with Quantitative Literacy when supported by the structure of a course focused on a 
Quantitative Literacy-related topic; however, once they needed to draw from Quantitative Literacy skills in a class 
where they also were expected to develop skills in other disciplines, such as in writing and research, they were not as 
adept in the area of Quantitative Literacy. It also is notable that students scored in the areas expected for the 
capstone courses. It appears that they acquired the appropriate skills in their discipline and improved from the 
intermediate level course. That said, it is possible that students have not taken their required math course when 
reaching GE202x. 
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To further develop the assessment of Quantitative Literacy, the GE Program may want to expand data 
collection to include math courses housed in the math department, and engage in a broader discussion with capstone 
instructors to understand what math skills are necessary for the capstone. Because there are different quantitative 
skills in use in each discipline, a larger conversation may be useful in setting expectations for what all graduates 
should be doing, versus what each discipline expects. It may also be worth considering the use of a vetted, externally 
written tool, such as a test, at the first-year and capstone levels to have a clearer sense of how students are doing in 
general math (versus discipline-specific math). This data could be compared to instructor-collected, rubric-based 
data or course-embedded tests.  
Since the data is fairly consistent, it may also be recommended that math instructors from all GE math 
courses (in general education and in the math department) be brought together for discussion about a focus area. 
This discussion could use the rubric as a focus, have each course define what the dimension would look at in the 
course, and set expectations. This conversation may then be used to set priorities in terms of new materials or 
teaching methods that could be incorporated to strengthen student learning. The implementation of these suggestions 
may require developing a new position within the GE Program, or more clearly defining the roles and 
responsibilities of the assessment coordinator for GE Program courses. A more clearly defined set of responsibilities 
articulated through a more detailed job description would be a first step toward bringing renewed attention to the 
practices and procedures related to data collection and assessment for courses in all GE Program areas, in addition to 
the area of Quantitative Literacy. A newly created or newly defined position may require additional course release 
time for the faculty assessment coordinator to facilitate the process of bring parties from all GE Program areas 
together to improve practices related to data collection and analysis. This may include planning for things like rubric 
norming sessions in the Fall semester, as well as educating faculty, program coordinators for GE courses, and others 
about the GE program assessment processes and procedures. 
 
 









Dimension: Interpretation   
Course Method Target 
score 
Fall 2018 




# students/ # sections  
Spring 2019 
mean score 
BIO 1000 Instructor 
Assessed 





1 or 2 176/11 2.4 165/09 2.3 







- - 499/22  
(spring and fall) 
2. 3 





2 or 3  - - 48/2 
 (spring and fall) 
2.8 
 (spring and fall) 
2000 level Instructor 
Assessed 
 225/11 2.3 380/14 2.2 
Capstone Instructor 
Assessed 
 142/11 3.8 145/8 3.7 
 
Comparison of means  
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Dimension: Representation  
 
Course Method Target 
score 
Fall 2018 




# students/ # sections 
Spring 2019 
mean score 
BIO 1000 Instructor 
Assessed 
1 271/13 2.6 291/13 2.7 
MATH 1010 Instructor 
Assessed 
1 or 2 176/11 2.7 165/09 2.5 




- - 499/22  
(spring and fall) 
2.5 
 (spring and fall) 
MATH1030 Instructor 
Assessed 
2 or 3 - - 48/2 
 (spring and fall) 
2.9 
2000 level Instructor 
Assessed 
 225/11 2.3 380/14 2.1 
Capstone Instructor 
Assessed 
 142/11 3.8 145/8 3.4 
 






Course Method Target 
score 
Fall 2018 




# students/  # sections 
Spring 2019 
mean scores 
BIO 1000 Instructor 
Assessed 
1 271/13 2.6 291/13 2.6 
MATH 1010 Instructor 
Assessed 
1 or 2 176/11 3.1 165/09 2.5 




- - 499/22  
(spring and fall) 
2.4 




2 or 3 - - 48/2  
(spring and fall) 
2.8 
 




 225/11 2.2 380/14 2.1 
Capstone Instructor 
Assessed 
 142/11 3.8 145/8 3.5 
 






Course Method Target 
score 
Fall 2018 




# students/ # sections 
Spring 2019 
mean scores 
BIO 1000 Instructor 
Assessed 
1 271/13 2.43 291/13 2.45 
MATH 1010 Instructor 
Assessed 
1 or 2 176/11 2.7 165/09 2.2 
MATH 1016 Instructor 
Assessed 
2 or above - - 499/22  






2 or 3 - - 48/2  






 225/11 2.3 380/14 2.1 
Capstone Instructor 
Assessed 
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Dimension: Assumptions  
Course Method Target 
score 
Fall 2018 




# students/  # sections 
Spring 2019 
mean scores 
BIO 1000 Instructor 
Assessed 
1 271/13 1.21 291/13 1.62 
MATH 1010 Instructor 
Assessed 
1 or 2 176/11 2.6 165/09 2.2 




- - 499/22 
 (spring and fall) 
2.2 





2 or 3 - - 48/2  
(spring and fall) 
2.9 
 (spring and fall) 
Intermediate Instructor 
Assessed 
 225/11 2.0 380/14 1.9 
Capstone Instructor 
Assessed 
 142/11 3.5 145/8 3.3 
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Dimension: Communication  
 
Course Method Target 
score 
Fall 2018 




# student/   # sections 
Spring 2019 
mean scores 
BIO 1000 Instructor 
Assessed 
1 271/13 2.34 291/13 2.34 
MATH 1010 Instructor 
Assessed 
1 or 2 176/11 2.8 165/09 2.6 




- - 499/22 
 (spring and fall) 
2.4 





2 or 3 - - 48/2 
 (spring and fall) 
2.9 
 (spring and fall) 
Intermediate Instructor 
Assessed 
 225/11 2.2 380/14 2.3 
Capstone Instructor 
Assessed 
 142/11 3.7 145/8 3.5 
 
Comparison of means  
 
 
 
